REMARKS 

In the Office Action dated April 1, 2005, claims 1 through 11 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph as failing to comply with the written description 
requirement, because the Examiner stated the limitation that was added in claim 1 
"said guide rail being adapted to receive said patient bed thereon" differs from the 
language in the specification at page 5, lines 11-12 wherein it is stated that the rail 
system is placed on the patient bed. 

In response, independent claim 1 has been amended to employ language 
consistent with the language in the specification. 

Since no prior art was applied against claims 1 through 1 1 , and since claims 
12 and 13 were allowed, Applicants submit this change in claim 1, to employ 
language consistent with the present specification, does not raise a new issue 
requiring further searching or consideration. Claim 1 and the claims depending 
therefrom are submitted to be allowable over the art of record for the same reasons 
that claims 12 and 13 were allowed, and no additional searching or consideration is 
necessary on that point. 



Since the present Amendment places all claims of the application in condition 
for allowance and does not raise any new issues requiring further searching or 
consideration, entry thereof after the final rejection is proper, and the same is 



respectively requested. 
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